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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR LI 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 12 September 2005 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1-6, 8, 9, 1 1-13, 15-20, 22, 23, 25-27, 29-34, 36, 37, 39-41 and 46-51 have been 
presented for examination. 

3. Claims 46-48 have been objected to as being allowable subject matter, dependent upon a 
claim that has been rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 12 September 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

5. In response to the Applicant's arguments that the cited reference fails to teach comparing 
the address format of the destination address to acceptable address formats defined by the 
applications, the Examiner disagrees. As seen in the cited sections of column 3 of the Zurcher 
reference, Zurcher discloses making a determination as to which application should be run, based 
on the attributes of the message. One of the attributes to consider is the format of the message, 
and which application to invoke. 

6. Therefore, Zurcher discloses comparing the address format of the destination address to 
acceptable address formats defined by the applications. 
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7. See further rejections that follow. 

Claim Rejections 

8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

9. Claims 1-3, 8, 11, 15-17, 22, 25, 29-31, 36, 39, and 43-45 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,425,002 to Zurcher et al., hereinafter 
Zurcher. 

10. As per claims 1,15, and 29, Zurcher teaches a computerized method of operating an e- 
mail-invoked application server comprising the steps of: 

receiving an incoming e-mail message from a sender utilizing a network, wherein the 
incoming e-mail includes content and a destination address having an address format (column 2, 
lines 35-43; column 2, line 66 to 3, line 3, column 3, lines 41-42, column 5, lines 52-65 i.e. 
inbound messages, e-mail messages, SMS messages, internet messages); 

determining which application of a plurality of applications available on the e-mail 
invoked application server will accept the incoming e-mail for processing by comparing the 
address format of the destination address to acceptable address formats defined by the 
applications (column 2, line 66 to column 3, line 29, i.e. "determining whether the inbound 
message is to be delivered to one application or the other application or both applications," "rules 
are applied to attributes of each new message, determine program from attributes"); 

refusing the incoming e-mail when it is determined that no application will accept the 
incoming e-mail for processing (column 3, lines 48-52, column 4, lines 11-16, column 6, lines 9- 
33, i.e. declaring a message not handled); and 
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invoking at least one of a plurality of applications to process the content of the incoming 
e-mail when it is determined that the attributes are acceptable as defined by the at least one - 
application (column 2, line 66 to column 3, line 29, column 5, lines 17-40). Zurcher discloses 
making a determination based on message attributes, which include the address format as 
indicated by column 3, lines 35-38, specifically under the definition of Message as including 
addressing information necessary to deliver the data and optionally additional attributes. 

11. Regarding claims 2, 16, and 30, Zurcher teaches storing at least a portion of the incoming 
e-mail message in a database (column 3, lines 12-15, column 7, lines 22-30). 

12. Regarding claims 3, 17, and 31, Zurcher teaches wherein the at least one application is 
selected from the group consisting of a lead tracking application, a job requisitioning application, 
an event planning application, a task list management application, a project management 
application, and an accountability application (column 2, lines 35-43). Microsoft Outlook and 
Lotus Notes both provide functions for event planning, a task list, project management and 
accountability. 

13. Regarding claims 8, 22, and 36, Zurcher teaches wherein the at least one application 
invoked by the incoming email generates an event to advance the processing of a task (column 7, 
lines 2-23). 
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14. Regarding claims 1 1, 25, and 39, Zurcher teaches wherein the e-mail message includes an 
attachment (column 2, line 66 to column 3, line 29, column 5, lines 17-40). Zurcher discloses 
making a determination based on message attributes, which include the attachments as indicated 
by column 3, lines 35-38. 

15. Concerning claims 43, 44, and 45, Zurcher teaches wherein the step of invoking at least 
one application is responsive to the attachment (column 2, line 66 to column 3, line 29, column 
5, lines 17-40). Zurcher discloses making a determination based on message attributes, which 
include the attachments as indicated by column 3, lines 35-38. 

16. Claims 4-6, 9, 18-20, 23, 32-34, 37, and 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Zurcher in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,775,689 to Raghunandan, 
hereinafter Raghunandan. 

17. Regarding claims 4, 18, and 32, Zurcher does not disclose wherein the at least one 
application invoked by the incoming email generates a reply to the incoming e-mail to advance 
the processing of a task. 

18. Raghunandan teaches wherein the at least one application invoked by the incoming email 
generates a reply to the incoming e-mail to advance the processing of a task (column 1, lines 57- 
67). 

19. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to generate a reply to the incoming e-mail to advance the processing of a task, since 
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Raghunandan discloses at column 1, lines 62-67 that such a modification provides for a vigorous 
discussion between the original sender and all of the recipients. 

20. Regarding claims 5, 19, and 33, Zurcher does not disclose wherein the at least one 
application summarizes an interaction between one or more users of the e-mail invoked 
application server. 

21 . Raghunandan teaches wherein the at least one application summarizes an interaction 
between one or more users of the e-mail invoked application server (column 2, lines 48-58). 

22. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to summarize an interaction between users, since Raghunandan discloses at column 2, 
lines 9-18 that such a technique would supplement e-mail tools with powerful facilities so as to 
enable optimal utilization of internet bandwidth. 

23. With regards to claims 6, 20, and 34, Zurcher does not disclose wherein a task list is 
generated to summarize the interaction. 

24. Raghunandan teaches wherein a task list is generated to summarize the interaction 
(column 2, lines 48-58). 

25. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to generate a task list, since Raghunandan discloses at column 2, lines 9-18 that such a 
technique would supplement e-mail tools with powerful facilities so as to enable optimal 
utilization of internet bandwidth. 
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26. With regards to claims 9, 23, and 37, Zurcher does not disclose wherein a reply to the e- 
mail message is utilized to generate another e-mail message to obtain information for the 
database. 

27. Raghunandan teaches wherein a reply to the e-mail message is utilized to generate 
another e-mail message to obtain information for the database (column 1, lines 57-67). 

28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to generate another e-mail message to obtain information for the database, since 
Raghunandan discloses at column 1, lines 62-67 that such a modification provides for a vigorous 
discussion between the original sender and all of the recipients. 

29. Regarding claims 49-51, Zurcher does not disclose determining a recipient email address 
of an actual recipient of the incoming e-mail; and transmitting the incoming e-mail message to 
the recipient email address utilizing the network. 

30. Raghunandan teaches determining a recipient email address of an actual recipient of the 
incoming e-mail; and transmitting the incoming e-mail message to the recipient email address 
utilizing the network (column 2, lines 1-9). 

31. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include e-mail aliasing, since Raghunandan states at column 2, lines 1-9 that such a 
modification would facilitate identification and reduce the burden of repeatedly entering 
individual e-mail addresses. 
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32. Claims 12, 13, 26, 27, 40, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zurcher in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,442,546 to Biliris et al., hereinafter 
Biliris. 

33. Regarding claims 12, 26, and 40, Zurcher does not disclose generating an index based on 
the one or more attributes of the incoming e-mail message; and storing the index in a database. 

34. Biliris teaches generating an index based on the one or more attributes of the incoming e- 
mail message; and storing the index in a database (column 6, lines 41-62). 

35. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to generate an index based on the one or more attributes of the incoming e-mail 
message and store the index in a database, since Biliris discloses at column 1, lines 27-35 that 
such a modification would all a messaging system to easily define and modify message 
attributes. 

36. Regarding claims 13, 27, and 41, Zurcher does not disclose storing the incoming e-mail 
messages in a database; categorizing the content of the incoming e-mail messages into one or 
more categories, and permitting retrieval of the information from the database according to at 
least one of the one or more categories 

37. Biliris teaches storing the incoming e-mail messages in a database; categorizing the 
content of the incoming e-mail messages into one or more categories, and permitting retrieval of 
the information from the database according to at least one of the one or more categories 
(column 6, lines 7-29). 
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38. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to store the incoming e-mail messages in a database; categorize the content of the 
incoming e-mail messages into one or more categories, and permit retrieval of the information 
from the database according to at least one of the one or more categories, since Biliris discloses 
at column 1, lines 27-35 that such a modification would all a messaging system to easily define 
and modify message attributes. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

39. Claims 46-48 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

40. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The Examiner could not find any teachings or motivation for the limitation that wherein 
one3 of the acceptable address formats defined by the plurality of applications is 
data@host.domain, wherein domain indicates a domain name of the email-invoked 
application server, host indicates an application available at the domain, and data 
indicates information provided bv the sender (Emphasis added). 

Conclusion 

41. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christian La Forgia whose telephone number is (571) 272-3792. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday 7-5. 
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42. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on (571) 272-3795. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

43. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Christian LaForgia / 
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